The world-order architecture that had existed for most of the second half of the twentieth century, relying on the economic and military power of states, remained steadily bipolar; i.e., it was the Soviet Union *versus* the United States, and their allies. The collapse of the world socialist system in Central and Eastern Europe demolished this bipolarity. The period 1990--2008 is conventionally called a "unipolar moment," with the dominance of the United States. For the past decade-plus, after the global crisis of 2008, the world has become polycentric, or multipolar. The reason is the rise of China and India and the return of Russia to the ranks of great powers.

These events could not but affect the transformation of the fundamental pillars and institutions of the world order that had been established in the post-war period. However, in order to understand the underlying causes of the above events, one should go beyond political science interpretations. The political science perspective requires an in-depth multidisciplinary approach including an analysis of the technological, social, and economic variables of social development. This interdisciplinary analysis sets a more reliable framework to formulate and solve analytical and forecasting problems. This analysis is especially helpful for the study of the causes, drivers, duration, and possible consequences and threats of such a multifaceted phenomenon as the current transformation of the world-order architecture and its norms and institutions.

One of the central signs of transformation of the world-order is manifested in another inhibition of globalization in the early teens of the 21st century ([Fig. 1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}). Indeed, over the past 200 years, the growth of international trade outpaced that of the global GDP in periods of stable world-order architecture. Globalization 1.0 (1870--1913) began after the Franco--Prussian war, mainly due to the growth of trade exchange between Great Britain and Prussia. The period of the two world wars blocked cross-border trade and led to a dramatic reformatting of the world order. The postwar globalization wave (1950--2010) was initiated by the United States and its allies, i.e., countries connected not only in economic but also in political and military respects. The expansion of American, European, and Japanese multinational corporations constantly demanded access to new markets. Until the end of the Cold War, the role of a new geographical area of trade and direct investment belonged to the countries of Southeast Asia, followed by Eastern Europe and China. It was the United States that supported China's entry into the WTO in 2001. And it was the Chinese economy that acted as a locomotive to pull the world out of the severe financial and economic crisis of 2008--2009. But in the end, China, India, and other Asian countries became the main beneficiaries of globalization 2.0.

![Cycles of globalization and deglobalization. *Source:* М. Matters and В. Swarup, *Camdor Global Advisors*, September 2016.](11480_2020_7138_Fig1_HTML){#Fig1}

These events led to a radical revision of the entire postwar US foreign economic strategy. This strategy had been designed around the maximum liberalization of foreign trade and investment regimes in the interests of global expansion of US capital. The United States set minimum customs tariffs, forcing partners to retaliate, in order to open up their markets. For as long as the power of the US economy, as well as its technological leadership, was not called into question, this strategy had worked. At one point, however, companies from China, Japan, the European Union, and other countries built up capital and competencies and launched the transition from imitating to pioneering technological innovations and, apparently, began winning the competition not only in their domestic markets but in foreign ones too, including the US domestic market---all these developments revealed the need to redefine the traditional approaches. The Trump administration abandoned the liberal strategy in favor of tough protectionism with a focus on intellectual property, state subsidies, and symmetry of other, nontariff regulations. Political pressure is exerted to distort the established rules of market behavior and break the standards and rules of competition in world markets.

Trump attempts to rewrite the rules of globalization by force ("America First") on a transactional basis and in almost all directions. He has achieved this goal with Canada and Mexico (NAFTA) and will do so, in the near future, with the United Kingdom. Pressure is increasing on France and the European Union as a whole. The administration of the 45th US president convinced Brazil to abandon the status of a developing country. The first phase of the decrease in the US trade war with China has begun, which was most likely tactical, aiming to avoid a world recession until November 2020. However, even if it works, the weighted average rate of US customs tariffs for goods from China in 2020 will be almost twice the level of tariffs in 2015, i.e., before the start of the trade war.

Extraterritorial efforts are intensifying to impose US regulatory principles and technological standards under the pretext of national security (blocking the Chinese company Huawei from the 5G network and abandonment of Chinese civilian drones). This behavior is an attempt to take leadership in the digital infrastructure of globalization. Moreover, off-market, politically motivated competition is increasing in the global energy markets under the same pretext (sanctions against Nord Stream-2 and an attempt to block new Russian oil and gas projects in the Arctic).

These extremely dramatic developments of the current recession in the postwar globalization wave demonstrate the search for a "new normality," a break in the evolutionary pattern of world development. In what follows, I attempt to assess the risks of the current transformation from the technological, social, economic, and political science perspectives.

DEVELOPMENTS IN TECHNOLOGY AND THE WORLD ORDER {#Sec1}
==============================================

**Digital economy**. On the threshold of the third decade of the 21st century, the world has become digital, networked, and urbanized. As of January 2019, out of the 7.6 billion of the global population, 67% used mobile phones; 57% used the Internet; and 45% actively used social networks. In addition, 56% live in cities \[[@CR1]\]. Two countries have become leaders of digital technology: the United States and China. It is estimated that, in each of these countries, the digital economy is 6.9--8% and 4--6% of GDP, respectively \[[@CR2]\]. This economy creates the so-called *disruptive innovations* ([Table 1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}).

###### 

United States and China as leaders of the digital economy. Financial indicators of Facebook, Apple, Microsoft, Alphabet (Google), and Amazon (FAMGA) and Baidu, Alibaba, and Tencent (BAT), 2018, billion USD

  FAMGA                      Facebook   Apple     Microsoft   Alphabet (Google)   Amazon   Total
  -------------------------- ---------- --------- ----------- ------------------- -------- --------
  Revenue/income             55.8       265.6     110.4       136.8               232.9    801.5
  Profit                     22.1       59.5      16.6        30.7                10.1     139.0
  Capitalization (12/2019)   588.3      1246.0    1180.0      934.6               887.8    4836.7
  BAT                        Baidu      Alibaba   Tencent     Total                        
  Revenue/income             11.9       56.2      47.3        115.4                        
  Profit                     3.3        12.0      11.9        27.2                         
  Capitalization (12/2019)   44.2       558.5     462.6       1065.3                       

The FAMGA and BAT corporate platforms dominate their segments of Internet markets (from 50 to 100%); rank among the largest transnational corporations worldwide in terms of capitalization; develop advanced technology, which can create new markets; and act as centers of large innovative ecosystems: BAT has more than 40% of China's venture capital market (investments and the purchase of startups); FAMGA has 15--20% of the US market (mainly the purchase of startups); 40% of all investments go to startups.

*Sources:* compiled from the companies' official annual reports for 2010--2018 inclusive.

These countries' corporations support digital platforms, which carry out the bulk of online trading in goods; financial instruments; and intangible content and services, including media and entertainment (cloud data and computing, aggregators of traditional services). Thus, a new globalization infrastructure is developing, which presents a difficult object for statistical accounting and regulatory impact. Corporations that are leaders in the digital economy have mastered individually targeted advertising techniques and campaign PR technologies. Algorithms, artificial intelligence, and big data affect consumer and electoral preferences and thereby stylize and impose demand and modify the political process.

The digital economy also changes the labor market and the demand in this market. As of the beginning of 2019, 40 million developers were registered at the Github global Internet software development platform alone, and 2.1 million companies used their services \[[@CR3]\]. The platform is free for open source projects. There are dozens of large and hundreds of smaller Internet platforms like Github.

The economy of digital platforms, or the *gig economy*, works 24/7/365 and has low entry barriers. Economies of scale, comprehensiveness, and global coverage give these platforms high competitive advantages. This alternative global labor market destroys traditional markets and the established social safety nets. At the same time, it opens up opportunities for flexible, autonomous employment, especially in developing countries. According to surveys, in China, 12% of those working under contracts via digital platforms consider this as permanent employment, and another 33%, as secondary employment. The corresponding figures are, respectively, 8 and 31% in India and 4 and 10% in the United Sates \[[@CR3]\]. Both people with unique competencies and those with average qualifications can likewise become contracted as digital freelancers. For employers, the platforms optimize the search for employees and change the principles of corporate governance. Employment under temporary contracts requires in employees such new qualities as quick adaptability; flexible cooperation capabilities; and the skills of using advanced intelligence, i.e., artificial intelligence and computer robots.

The economy of digital platforms, as a form of knowledge economy, inevitably polarizes revenues. In the agrarian economy, individual labor productivity differed by a factor of 2--3; in the industrial economy, this gap rose to 5--6. In the knowledge economy, this difference may reach orders of magnitude, creating a huge pay gap. These processes erode the middle class, traditional in the industrial and service economies, which has served as the backbone of political stability in developed countries. Dispersed employment blocks traditional state and union labor protection instruments. This is why centrist political parties are losing their foothold.

**Energy sector**. New technologies, climate change, and environmental restrictions cause major changes in the energy sector. Hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling have made the United States a leader in crude oil production, inducing a change in geopolitical interests. Technological developments due to climate change have brought to life the predictions of a peak in oil demand ([Fig. 2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}).

![Probability of a peak in global oil demand in the mid-2030s. (a) Long-term trends in global oil demand in the different scenarios of the IMEMO forecast; (b) CNPC 2019 forecast shows a likelihood of a peak in oil demand in the Chinese economy in 2030, which confirms the IMEMO predictions. *Source*: IMEMO calculations.](11480_2020_7138_Fig2_HTML){#Fig2}

Based on model calculations, the Institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO) published this result back in 2012 \[[@CR4]\]. At that time, it provoked discussions, but today everyone is beginning to accept it. Since then, the annually updated IMEMO long-term forecasts have confirmed the high probability of a peak in global oil demand in the mid-2030s. In the scenario of increased promotion of new renewable energy sources (NRES) and electric vehicles, the peak of global oil demand may be reached in the early 2030s. Low oil prices will slow down the promotion of electric vehicles and NRES, which will postpone the global peak in oil demand.

According to the CNPC forecast of 2019 \[[@CR5]\], the Chinese economy may reach a peak in oil demand in 2030 and in gasoline demand as early as in 2025. China is a leader in the production and consumption of electric vehicles. Over six months of 2019, the sales of electric vehicles here reached 650 000, showing an increase of 67%, compared with the same period in 2018. In September 2019, Russia's Ministry of Energy recognized the risk of a peak in global oil demand in the updated draft of the Energy Strategy of Russia until 2035 \[[@CR6]\].

This describes the background against which countries with large hydrocarbon reserves have engaged into a race for their accelerated monetization. This race is spurred by expectations that investors may become disinterested in investing in the oil and gas business. It is in this vein that we should consider the recent record-breaking IPO of Saudi Aramco (\$25.6 billion), a long-pondered decision (four years after the announcement) of Mohammed bin Salman, the Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia, in the hope of diversifying the kingdom's economy.

The trends in the digital economy and energy sector, the two major sectors of the global economy, exert a multivector impact on international relations.

SOCIAL TRENDS AND DOMESTIC POLICY CHANGES IN DEVELOPED COUNTRIES {#Sec2}
================================================================

The most recent global financial and economic crisis of 2008--2009 has remained in history with the distinctive mark "Made in the United States." This was due to grave regulatory errors, which may have been committed not without a motive. The crisis revealed deep underlying imbalances. The main one was the exhaustion of the liberal social contract concluded between the government, business, and civil society in the early 1960s. This contract was "signed" before globalization, in a nondigital, industrial, bipolar world. That world had faced neither mass migration nor climate change nor global competition for investment and human capital. The essence of this contract was simple---each subsequent generation had a better life and broader opportunities than the previous one. Children became more successful than their parents. The collapse of the world socialist system strengthened confidence in the effectiveness of the old social contract and weakened the efforts to maintain a socially acceptable distribution of public goods. A feeling arose that liberal-market democracy was universally suited for all the regions throughout the world. This provoked a geopolitical expansion, first in Eastern Europe and then in the Middle East. The British politician David Miliband aptly called this period the *age of impunity* for the West \[[@CR7]\].

Corporate elites focused on increasing shareholder value to the detriment of social responsibility. The former US Secretary of Labor Robert Reich (1993--1997) admits in 2020: "The truth is, American corporations are sacrificing workers and communities as never before, in order to further boost record profits and unprecedented CEO pay" \[[@CR8]\]. The political establishment joined the race. Edward Luce, a columnist of *Financial Times,* writes, "Mr. Biden (when he was a senator in 1973--2009) helped to turn Delaware, his home state, into the most popular domicile for anonymously-owned companies." Further he writes, "America is the largest dirty money haven in the world" \[[@CR9]\]. According to the World Bank, in 2017, the United States had ten times more shell companies than the next 41 jurisdictions combined \[[@CR9]\].

After 2008, however, something went wrong at this "feast of life." The decline in the growth rates ([Fig. 3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"}) or stagnation of the incomes of the middle-class; the sharp polarization of these incomes, especially in the United States; and the formation of regions with stagnant poverty reached critical levels[1](#Fn1){ref-type="fn"} ([Fig. 4](#Fig4){ref-type="fig"}). All these processes occurred amid a rise in the cost of college education ([Fig. 5](#Fig5){ref-type="fig"}). As far back as in 2003, the education debt amounted to 3% of household debts, but in 2018 it came to the second position at 11% \[[@CR11]\]. For the middle class, the costs of college education for their children is an extremely sensitive parameter. Opinion polls confirm the economic analysis.

![Per capita income growth rates. *Source:* IMEMO calculations from the World Bank and IMF data, 1991--2018.](11480_2020_7138_Fig3_HTML){#Fig3}

![Trends in annual wages for different income groups, in USD of 2017. *Source:* IMEMO calculations.](11480_2020_7138_Fig4_HTML){#Fig4}

![Trends in college education costs in the United States, 2000--2020. The consumer price index has increased over this period by a factor of 1.54. *Source:* IMEMO calculations from the data of *US News Best Colleges*.](11480_2020_7138_Fig5_HTML){#Fig5}

As follows from the data in [Fig. 6](#Fig6){ref-type="fig"}, the optimists live in the BRICS countries. In the United States, the share of those who believe that their children's lives will be either worse or not better than their own is 50%. In France, this opinion is shared by 65% of the respondents; in Germany, by 75%. A British barrister Hashi Mohamed argues that "the so-called 'millennial generation' face challenges that make them the first generation to do worse than their parents" \[[@CR12]\]. As for American society, it is becoming increasingly fatigued of the endless, almost two-decade-long Middle Eastern wars. Europe has been faced, for a decade, with low growth rates and double-digit youth unemployment. The migration blow, which came as a result of the reckless military operations in the Middle East, added pungency to these trends. The old political elite failed to offer modernization changes to the traditional social contract. The center-left parties---the French socialists, the German social democrats, and now the British Labor Party---are rapidly losing their electorate. The developed countries are faced with an end of social cohesion---divided societies have emerged.

![Responses to the social survey question "Thinking about your children or future children, do you think that they will have a happier life than you, or a less happy life?" demonstrated different levels of optimism in different countries. Source: *Governance for Happiness,* Global Survey Results conducted by Schoen Consulting, October 2019.](11480_2020_7138_Fig6_HTML){#Fig6}

Against this background, populist political forces, preaching the slogans of protectionism, isolationism, and national revival and attacking sharply the old political center, have won the voters. Donald Trump, Boris Johnson, Matteo Salvini, Jair Bolsonaro, Narendra Modi, Viktor Orban, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan---these are only a few names of political leaders of the new wave.

*The change in the domestic policy landscape led to a revision of the entire global governance system in the hope of weakening the social imbalances and restoring social cohesion.* The United States became a leader in the abandonment of not only multilateral trade and investment agreements and an initiator of sanctions wars but also took a lead in withdrawing from arms limitation treaties and climate agreements. In 2001--2019, the United States withdrew from or abandoned 15 critical institutions of global governance. These include treaties on arms control (the ABM Treaty, IRNF Treaty, and JCPOA), on climate (the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement), on the global economy (WTO, TTP, and TTIP), and on human rights (the UN Human Rights Council, UNESCO, Arctic Council Summit, etc.). The current US administration eliminated ten fundamental international agreements and institutions.

The United States uses the national security exception to WTO rules to introduce sanctions and tariffs so often and so widely that this rule has turned into a new norm of the US trade policy. And on December 10, 2019, the United States blocked the activities of the WTO altogether, having not approved the judges of the WTO's appellate body for dispute settlement.[2](#Fn2){ref-type="fn"}

Previously, such a large-scale revision of the world order, conducted in such a short time, was typical only of postwar periods. The current US administration does not hide its intention to destroy the polycentric world order. It seems that the 45th president stands generally against any architecture whatsoever and in favor of political and economic Darwinism and for the most severe geopolitical competition. It seems that he follows the principle that "it was in the zoo that everyone had to live by the rules, but now when we are in the jungle, the United States is the strongest beast." America is willing to pursue its national interests, fight or negotiate with any competitors without any particular consideration to their ideology. "We will defend the obedient but according to their contribution," be it NATO countries, Israel, or Japan.

What are the preliminary economic results of trumponomics? The IMF predicts \[[@CR15]\] that the average annual growth rate in 2016--2020 will be 3.6% in the world, 2.1% in developed countries, and 2.5% in the United States. Thus, lagging behind the world growth rate, the US economy is not only ahead of other developed economies but also demonstrates a higher growth rate than during Obama's second presidential term (2.3%) \[[@CR15]\]. The stock market growth (S&P 500 index) in 2019 set a record for the 21st century. Meanwhile, unemployment also remains at a record low (since 1969) (3.5%, December 2019) \[[@CR16]\]. Deep recession of the American economy due to Covid-19 pandemic already broke these trends in March 2020: US GDP is expected to fall by 5.9%. On May 1 the unenployment was 30 million people (12.4%), and the stock market dropped to the level of 1987. However, one cannot ignore the delayed dangerous trends and symptoms. Trump has increased, at a rate twice as fast as the GDP growth, the federal debt by \$4.7 trillion by 2029, mainly due to tax cuts and increased federal spending, including on defense. Will global financial markets continue to absorb the increase of the Federal Treasury's debt? This question remains open. The gap has also grown significantly between the rate of capitalization of the US business and the total profit of US companies. This kind of imbalance is usually eliminated by an economic crisis. When will it happen? Will the coroonavirus pandemic trigger a global recession or will it be a deep but short correction of the markets?

Facts suggest that the likelihood of a global recession in 2020--2021 remains high. The level of uncertainty is definitely on the rise. However, the reasons are political rather than economic: the trade war between the United States and China, Brexit, the killing of one of the Iranian leaders, and the blockade of this country, and the growing contradictions between the United States and the European Union. This is what is new in this situation.

RUSSIA: CHALLENGE TO ECONOIC GROWTH AND ARMS CONTROL {#Sec3}
====================================================

**The challenge to economic growth** is relevant for Russia. Today, the focus of economic policy should shift from macroeconomics, where strong figures have been achieved, towards microeconomics and human capital development and promote the motivation for development. The likelihood remains of a global recession in 2020--2021, which compels one to keep a countercyclical "safety bag" of macrofinancial stability. Meanwhile, the lessons learned during the Soviet era force one to maintain focus on *nonmilitary security parameters* too. And these parameters are now approaching their limits.

[Figure 7](#Fig7){ref-type="fig"} shows a calculation for 15 countries that are the world leaders in defense spending. The ratio is given between federal social spending on health and education (without science and culture) and on defense. The simultaneous sanctions and the new arms race may create a severe multiplier effect on the economy and living standards. The IMEMO analysis of the anti-Iranian sanctions demonstrates that they have a cumulative negative effect over a 10-year horizon. In the case of Russia, their effect may manifest itself by 2024.

![Ratio of health and education spending to defense budget. *Sources:* Calculations from the statistics of the World Bank, OECD, and SIPRI.](11480_2020_7138_Fig7_HTML){#Fig7}

**Challenge to strategic stability**. The reduction in confidence-building measures in the event of the nonrenewal of START-3 (the deadline is February 5, 2021) will cause a loss of transparency and predictability. During the period of START-3, the parties conducted 313 inspections and about 18  000 information exchanges \[[@CR17]\]. No national intelligence will compensate for this loss. Moreover, the elimination of strategic offensive arms will serve as an invitation to expand the nuclear club to 14 countries in the foreseeable future. The "nuclear nine" may be expanded to include Japan, South Korea, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. And the next echelon of those willing to join is coming into view.

In the case of deployment of medium-range ballistic missiles in Poland, Romania, and even the Baltic countries, they will be able to reach the Urals or even further. Hypersonic warheads for the new Pershing-2 counterparts with short flying times and maneuvering trajectories and the new ground-based cruise missiles may partially weaken the effectiveness of the Russian counter-strike concept. This will force us (a) to increase at high cost the survivability of the strike nuclear forces and their information systems; (b) to deploy similar medium-range systems to cover the United States territory; and (c) adopt the preemptive nuclear strike concept. If the United States also adopts the preemptive strike strategy (and the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review contains hints at it), then the threshold for using nuclear weapons will drop sharply.

Meanwhile, the destruction of the mechanism created by the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the risk of deploying US missiles in Europe will require retaliatory measures, which will cause a new phase in the deterioration of our relations with the EU countries. The US/NATO missile defense projects in Eastern European countries aim at the same thing. *As concerns the expansion of the gap between Russia and the European Union, here the interests of the United States, Poland, and the Baltic countries seem to coincide strangely and for various reasons.*

RUSSIA AND THE NEW BIPOLARITY {#Sec4}
=============================

Russia influences and, simultaneously, is adapting both to the change in the balance of power in the world and to technological challenges, i.e., the two critical factors of the current transformation of the world order. *Its central contradiction lies with the United States' attempt to bring the polycentric world-order architecture back to unipolarity.* Moreover, Trump stands for America's primacy as such, not for responsible leadership, which involves a burden and, naturally, costs. The most likely way out of this contradiction is the formation of a new bipolarity of the 21st century: the United States and Japan + NATO *versus* Russia and China + CSTO countries.

The IMEMO Strategic Forecast until 2035 \[[@CR18]\] considered this scenario as one of four. Today, when five years have passed, I rate its probability above 50%. The same point of view was recently expressed by Mathew J. Burrows, a reputable American forecaster, in *Global Risks 2035,* published in September 2019 ([Fig. 8](#Fig8){ref-type="fig"}).

![New bipolarity: proxy wars between the two camps as a way to a big war. *Source:* Adapted from M. Burrows, *Global Risks 2035*.](11480_2020_7138_Fig8_HTML){#Fig8}

In fact, we already live in a situation of mild bipolarity. Its formula for relations with China is "*never against each other but not always together*."

**Risks and challenges of the new bipolarity**. On the left-hand part of the equation: the United States, Japan + NATO *versus* Russia, China + CSTO countries, the leader is obvious. It is reinforced, *inter alia*, by the 75-year-long presence of the US armed forces on the territory of two of its major allies: Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany. As to the right-hand side of the equation, the leadership here is controversial. In the medium term, China will increase its current GDP gap of the factor of eight from Russia and its technological leadership. However, Russia maintains world primacy in the majority of defense technologies, e.g., in air defense and missile defense and in the early-warning system, with which, as Vladimir Putin said in September 2019, Russia will help China. By the way, all the Chinese media, as if on command, missed out on this important piece of information.

Beijing cannot but take into account that there are only two countries capable of destroying in 30 minutes not only each other but China as well. This consideration will set a limit on the trend towards China's dominance. However, this constraint will remain effective only until China reaches strategic parity with Russia and the United States, or until a strategic alliance is concluded between Russia and China, that is, until the soft bipolarity transforms into a hard one. I think that Beijing will be striving for this, especially by the middle of this century, if China continues to move towards global leadership, the goal proclaimed at the 19th Congress of the Communist Party of China (CPC) in 2017. Moreover, the United States' pursuit of a double containment policy pushes Moscow and Beijing into a strategic alliance. Let me remind you that there are 81 rounds of US sanctions against us.

What are the Chinese interpretations of the new bipolarity scenario? It was noted at the conference held in Beijing at the end of 2019 by the influential economics magazine *Caijing* that tensions between China and the United States would remain in 2020 and may last another three to five years \[[@CR19]\]. Other Chinese sources suggest that the next decade (and this is the minimum period) will see no cooperation in high-tech between China and the United States. Europe is replacing the latter; today, up to 70% of new technology comes to China from Germany. A possible model is "one world and two technological (so far) ecosystems."[3](#Fn3){ref-type="fn"} The aim of development of an autonomous Chinese digital ecosystem was set out in the directive of the CPC Central Committee (2019), which has been abbreviated as "3--5--2." It instructs government departments and operators of critical infrastructure systems to replace 30% of foreign computer equipment in 2020, 50% in 2021, and 20% in 2022. This is a very ambitious task. For example, the Chinese Lenovo computers use Intel microchips and Samsung drives. However, while things are relatively simple with hardware, software products are more complicated to deal with. Most providers design programs for the Windows (Microsoft) and macOS (Apple) operating systems. The Chinese operating system Kylin OS has a much narrower range of providers \[[@CR20]\]. A digital ecosystem alternative to the American one could include China, Russia, and the European Union, as suggested by Professor Rong Ke of Tsinghua University at the international conference EMERTECH-2019, held by the IMEMO. Chinese strategists emphasize that the relations between the participants of the second ecosystem should be equal and harmonious; after all, this is what is meant by "a community of shared future for mankind," a concept laid down in the Constitution of China and in the CPC Charter. However, the real leadership and a coordinating role in this ecosystem go to China. The reason is that after the Ukrainian crisis, Russia came into conflict with Europe, but Beijing remains on friendly terms with the both apexes of this technological triangle.

**Possible outlines of Russia's foreign policy in the 2020s**. In the event of a growing bipolar trend, Washington will seek to pull into its orbit countries such as Brazil, South Africa, South Korea, Indonesia, and Mexico. Naturally, they will try to keep their place out of each orbit. It seems that Russia should intensify its relations with them, and here Beijing is a natural ally. *But the key issue is which side is India on?* For the second track, we have been conducting tripartite consultations in the IMEMO--Observer Foundation--Woodrow Wilson Center format for several years. As one Indian participant of these consultations wittily retorted to the Americans, "if you forbid us to buy Russian weapons, the Indian political class will grow schizophrenic." However, Americans are stepping up their efforts to reformat both the expert and political communities of India. Their narrative, which rings quite nicely with Indians, says that Russia is a satellite of China. Our foreign policy planning cannot go past these US efforts.

Obviously, neither Russia nor the European Union intends to take a backseat in the bipolar world. It seems that, within the European Union, only the French president and the German chancellor are beginning to realize this threat. We should expect a rather long period of difficult relations with the United States and the European Union and in the future, possibly, with China.

**Russia has a new role to play---that of a leading power brocker.** A policy model with a "changing geometry of partnerships" has been tested successfully in the Middle East, in Syria and Libya. This multivector approach is gaining acceptance. Surveys of 20  000 experts show that at the end of 2019, like at the end of 2018, Russia ranked second in the aggregate power and international influence rankings \[[@CR21]\]. This long-term practice of interacting with a wide range of international partners should be fully supported. It is this approach that can keep the polycentric world from sliding into a hard bipolarity.

I believe that our relations with the Euro--Atlantic countries should emphasize, as much as possible, our rapprochement with China, while sending signals to Beijing that Russia's interests should be properly observed, at least in post-Soviet countries. Meanwhile, we should work on searching for compromises and solutions, primarily with the leading EU states.

\* \* \* {#Sec5}
========

The leading centers of power have neither a well-formed understanding nor a clear view of a desirable future world order. The concepts like "Make America Great Again" and "A community of shared future for mankind," or in other words  "One Belt, One Way" have a distinct focus on narrow national interests. It seems that all the leading players, Russia including, seek to defend their own interests yet avoid playing a responsible global role. This kind of ambition and objective preparedness still exists, perhaps, in a part of the US establishment. However, the US elite is deeply divided today.

Russia is able to offer this design because of the variety of already existing national political and social models. It is known that diversity reduces entropy. The ideological unification of countries as the world socialist system or the liberal world order has failed. One needs not become disappointed in their ideals but cannot but admit that heterogeneity has proved once again to be more stable than homogeneity.

In the meantime, polycentrism without multilateralism, i.e., without global governance, violates the rules of world order. The world has become more dangerous both from military and political and from financial, economic, technological, and climatic perspectives. It is no wonder that the *Bulletin of Atomic Scientists* moved the Doomsday clock forward by 20 seconds \[[@CR22]\].

[Figure 9](#Fig9){ref-type="fig"} clearly shows a sharp increase in internationalized intrastate conflicts in the 21st century, 75 years after the end of World War II. This, of course, necessitates an effort to reduce the current risks of destabilization.

![Number of state-based armed conflicts. *Source*: Uppsala Conflict Data Program.](11480_2020_7138_Fig9_HTML){#Fig9}

In the longer run, the key goal is to find a new design for world order. I propose the formula of *multilateral responsible leadership*. Below I list its constants.

• Universal application of the principles of international law and rejection of double standards in the choice of foreign policy priorities.

• Abandonment of strategies to *export one's own development models* into third countries.

• Ensuring the right to *disseminate truthful information* and recognizing information wars as a dangerous prelude to the escalation of interstate conflicts and violence.

From my point of view, this formula looks better that the other realistic scenarios: a new bipolarity, Trump's chaotic jungle, or a China-led unipolarity. These are the outlines of the four world-order scenarios used in the IMEMO's next strategic forecast until 2040.

Multilateral responsible leadership does not contradict much the European Union's approach to fostering rule-based multilateralism, which names the United Nations as the cornerstone \[[@CR23]\]. The only point that raises objection in this document is the old topic about "responsibility to protect," which has discredited itself in Iraq, Libya, and Syria.

Apparently, world development has reached a threshold when it has become imperative to adjust the old institutions and norms and design new ones to ensure inclusive world development.

Nicholas Kristof, a Pulitzer Prize laureate, wrote that a quarter of his schoolmates in Yamhill County (Oregon), which had flourished for most of the 20th century but grew empty when jobs disappeared, had died from drugs and alcohol, or committed suicide, or died in reckless accidents \[[@CR10]\].

A quick note on the margin---when I read American strategic documents, such as National Security Strategy or National Defense Strategy, etc., I always wish to ask their authors: Who is the revisionist? \[[@CR13], [@CR14]\].

Until China eliminates its weak points.

Academician Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Dynkin is president of the RAS Institute of World Economy and International Relations.

Translated by A. Kobkova
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